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MannerofSpeakingConstructionsinEnglish  
rrttsuyaKogusuri  
Mannerofspeakingverbs（e．g．scream，Whi5Per，yell，CtC．）（hencefbrth、MSVs）  
Cantakeclausalcomplements：   
（1） Maryiscreamed／whispered／ye11ed）thatitwasamistake・  
1n（l），thematrixverbsdescribespeechactswithcertainphysicalcharacteristics，and  
thesubsequentcomplementexpressesapropositionalcontentconveyedbythespeech．  
Letustermthiskindofconstructionsasmannerofspeakingconstructions（hencefbrth，  
MSCs）．Thepurposeofthisstudyistoelucidatethesemanticrelationshipbetween  
MSVsandtheMSCsinwhichtheyoccur．   
lntuitively．onemightsupposethateach ofthe MSVsin（l）takes theclausal  
COmPlementasitssyntactico句ect．Intheliterature，ClausalcomplementsofMSVs  
havebeena11egedtobea可uncts、however．Considerthefbllowlng：   
（2）a．Billimuttered／shricked／sighed／whispered‡．  
b．＊WhatididMartinshriekthatthereweretiinthecaviar？  
（KuwabaraandMatsuyama（2001：29））  
Example（2a）illustratesthatthecomplementin（l）maynotberealized；in（2b）．the  
Wh－eXtraCtionoutorthecomplementisungrammatical，Whichisregardedasevidence  
fbrthea句uncthoodoftheclausalcomplement（CflStowell（1981））・Thisfhctseems  
tobecounterintuitiveinthatclausalcomplementsof－MSVsaresyntacticallyoptlOnal  
althoughtheyareapparentlyselectedbytheverbswithrespecttothemeanlngS・  
A closerlook，however，reVeals that thereis a semanticmismatch between  
MSVs themselves and MSCs：MSVs designatenon－1inguistic communication acts  
（e．g．sound emission）、Whereas MSCs denotelinguistic communication acts（e・g・  
reportsorassertions）．Firstly，inanimatesu叫ectNPscanappearwithMSVs，While  
theyareincompatiblewithMSCs，aSillustratedin（3）：   
（3）a．Therodbentdouble．thereelshriekedandracheted・・．（COBUILD3）  
b．＊Thecarshriekedthatitapproached．  
Secondlv、SimplesentenceswithMSVscanbeco両Oinedwithclauseswhichnegate ■′  
theircommunicativeinterpretations・In the caseofMSCs，Onthe otherhand，the  
cortlunCtionwiththeclausesresultsincontradiction・ObservethefbllowlngCOntraSt：   
（4）a．Georgehowledsomethingatme，buthewasn’tsayinganythingtome・  
（Dor（2005：354））  
b．＊Maryiwhispered／shouted）atmethatIshouldhaveattendedtheparty，  
butshewasnqtsaylnganything．  
Theexamplein（4b）showsthatMSCscannotdenotenon－1inguisticcommunication  
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acts・Thirdly，aCCOrdingto Stowell（1981）、MSVscannottakeabstract NPswhich  
denotepropositionalcontents，aSin（5）：   
（5）a．Philscreamedthathisbosswasunfhir．  
b．＊Philscreamedhisboss’sunfhirness．  
In these examples，itisindicated that MSVs do not allow NP complements as  
Substitutes fbr propositionalclausalcomplement・ Messages conveyed by  
COmmunication acts are oftenpropositional・Given the fhctthattheMSVin（5b）  
CannOttakethepropositionalNPasits o旬ect，MSVs without clausalcomplements  
express non－1inguistic communication acts・ Thus．MSVs、Which denote  
non－1ingulSticcommunicationacts，donotsemantica11yselecttheclausalcomplements．  
Whichconveypropositionalcontents・Thisresultparallelswiththesyntacticrelation  
betweenMSVs andtheirclausalcomplements・Two questionscanbe raisedhere：  
how canweaccountfbrthis semanticmismatchbetween MSVs and MSCs．andwhat  
lieensesthecommunicativeinterpretationsofMSCs？  
According to Goldberg（1995），this kind of semantic mismatches can be  
accountedfbrbyposltlngaPrOCeSSOfcoercionbyparticularconstruCtionsthelllSelves・  
The processis defined，in丘）rma11y，aS aPrOCeSSin which constructions coerce the  
OCCurrlnglexicalitemsintohavingdifftrentbutrelatedinterpretationsfbrtherelevant  
COnStruCtion．Onthis view，itcanbeassumedthatMSVs are coercedbvtheMSCs ●′  
intohavingtherelatedmeanlngS、i．e．describinglinguisticcomrnunicationacts，The  
assumptlOnis conf行med by the fbllowlng SentenCeSintegratlng the typICal  
intransitivessuchaslα‡塔handwailintotheMSC：   
（6）a．Curleylaughedthathe’dbeen－justkiddingwiththereporters．”  
b．Iwailedthatlcouldn’tkeepthem．  
These matrix verbs express emissions ofinarticulate voice with certain physical  
Characteristics．In the sentencesin（6），however，they are supplemented with the  
meaningof’say，’asinthefbllowingparaphrases（Cf二Mu伽ene（1978））：   
（7）a．Whilelaughing、Curley said that he、d been’just kiddingwith the  
reporters：’  
b．Whilewailing，IsaidthatIcouldn’tkeepthem．  
As theseparaphrases show，（6）describelinguistic communication acts．Moreover．  
theorlglnalmeanlngSOftheverbsarebackgroundedasrepresentedbytheadverbials  
Whlleねughinghailing．Thus，MSCsareconstruCtionswhereverbsofnon－1inguistic  
COmmunicationarereinterpretedasdescribinglingulSticcommunicationacts．  
7b summarize，MSVs do not have the predicate－argument relation with the  
Clausalcomplements semantically as wellas syntacticallv．Rather．their orlg－nal ■■  
meanlngSareCOerCedintoexpresslnglingulSticcommunicationactsbytheMSCs・   
